Introduction
Since early work by Talmy (1975 Talmy ( , 1985 , linguistic representation of space has been at the center of research in lexical typology, cognitive linguistics, and psycholinguistics (see, inter alia, the various approaches represented in Slobin (2000) , Levinson (2003) , Beavers et al. (2010) ). Some of the central aspects of spatial representation, however, have remained largely understudied. Particularly poorly understood is the distinction between dynamic and static spatial expressions and the ways that distinction is drawn by speakers of different languages. On the one hand, speakers often choose not to encode a dynamic relation explicitly, even though they have at their disposal a specialized means for unambiguous encoding of a goal or a source of motion (Nikitina 2008 , Tutton 2009 . On the other hand, speakers sometimes choose to encode a static relation by means of a specialized dynamic expression, even in the absence of any perceivable motion. This paper focuses on the latter aspect of the problem: the use of dynamic expressions for the encoding of static locations. Such use is especially common with expressions encoding a spatial relation for which no specialized adposition exists, including expressions for "right" and "left". Examples (1-2) present alternative ways of encoding the same relation with a static or a specialized dynamic (directional) expression in English and German. The use of directional expressions with a static meaning, as in (1b) and (2b), is described by Talmy in terms of access paths -as a "depiction of a stationary object's location in terms of a path that some other entity might follow to the point of encounter with the object" (1996:242; see also Talmy 2000:136-137) .
In some other Indo-European languages, and especially in ancient ones, the situation is considerably more complex, and static spatial relations can be described not only by locative and directional expressions, but also with expressions that normally introduce a source of motion. In (3a,b), from Latin and Ancient Greek, localization on the right of the reference object is described by a prepositional phrase with an ablative meaning (the complement of the preposition 'from' is in the ablative case in Latin, and in the genitive case in Ancient Greek). This paper discusses the encoding of localization on the "right" and on the "left" of a reference object in Ancient Greek. I discuss, first of all, the competition between two different types of dynamic expression: combinations of preposition and case that are commonly associated with sources of motion (the "ablative" strategy) and combinations that typically describe goals of motion (the "allative" strategy). I argue that the two competing expressions are not distributed randomly, but are used according to a fixed reference frame that can be described in terms of a consistent system of spatial projections. The competition between the two strategies is not attested in English or German, and many other modern Indo-European languages have no equivalent of the sophisticated system of Ancient Greek.
The ablative strategy in ancient Indo-European languages
This study focuses on the productive use of dynamic expressions, represented in Ancient Greek by allative and ablative prepositional phrases. Before turning to such constructions, however, it is important to address expressions that cannot be analyzed -at the synchronic level -as instances of the dynamic strategy, but rather attest to a productive use of such a strategy at an earlier time. Especially common are synchronically non-decomposable expressions with an ablative origin. The selection in (4)-(5) illustrates this phenomenon for Latin and French: the static expressions derive from ablative prepositions or forms with ablative suffixes (further examples from a number of Indo-European languages are discussed in MacKenzie 1978).
(4) Latin a. adverbs in -tus: intus 'inside', subtus 'below' (cf. caelitus 'from heaven') b. adverbs in -ā (from the ablative adjectives modifying parte 'part' or via 'way'): The very fact that the cycle is so commonly attested suggests that the ablative-tolocative transfer results from systematic use of ablative encoding for static relations, rather than from occasional reinterpretation of individual expressions in specific ambiguous contexts (as suggested in MacKenzie 1978). The data discussed in the following sections substantiates this conclusion, as it shows that multiple types of dynamic expression were used systematically in Ancient Greek to encode spatial relations in unambiguously static contexts, which cannot be interpreted as involving motion. The distribution of such expressions points to an underlying system of fixed projected relations -or access paths -that were used to localize objects in space.
The projection frame of Ancient Greek

The distribution of the allative and the ablative strategies
The study is restricted to the encoding of relations of "right" and "left" in two subcorpora of Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (http://www.tlg.uci.edu/): Homeric epic (representing archaic poetic usage), and the prose of Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon (representing Classical prose). In the relevant periods, the notions of "right" and "left" were encoded by three major types of lexical item:
− by the adjectives deksiós 'right' and aristerós 'left', which typically modify body part terms or terms for internal parts of objects ('hand', 'side', etc.);
− by the nouns deksiá 'right (hand)' and aristerá 'left (hand)', in the singular, which could refer to (i) the right and the left hand, (ii) the right and the left side, (iii) by extension, areas of space adjacent to the right and the left side of a reference object;
− by the nouns deksiá 'right (side)' and aristerá 'left (side)', in the plural (neuter gender), referring to (i) the right and the left side of a reference object, and (ii) areas of space adjacent to these sides.
All three types of lexical item appear in static and dynamic prepositional phrases. This study ignores static prepositional phrases and focuses instead on two types of dynamic expression used to describe static location: prepositional phrases normally associated with goals of motion (the allative strategy), and prepositional phrases associated with sources (the ablative strategy). Both are attested with all three types of lexical item. Their distribution, however, is not random but follows the patterns summarized below. The distribution is related to the distinction between expressions referring to internal parts of a reference object vs. expressions referring to external areas of space. The two meanings are often difficult to distinguish, since in Ancient Greek, nouns referring to the right and the left side can also refer to the adjacent areas. In some contexts, however, the reference is unambiguous. Possessive constructions, for instance, normally refer to internal parts ('x's left [side]'); the same interpretation is associated with expressions consisting of terms for internal parts modified by adjectives (e.g. 'x's left hand'). Such unambiguous contexts restrict the choice of a dynamic expression to just one of the strategies.
First of all, only ablative expressions are attested in descriptions of localization next to an internal part of a reference object, i.e. in an area of space adjacent to a specific part. In (8), localization is defined relative to a body part (left hand), and features an ablative preposition ek(s) 'from'. The notion of "left" is encoded by an adjective modifying a body part noun. Secondly, localization inside the reference object implies the use of the allative strategy. In (11), the Figure is located within the Ground, in the left part of the battle. The localization is described by a directional prepositional phrase, consisting of the preposition epì 'on' and an accusative noun phrase. In cases of ambiguous reference, on the other hand, both the ablative and the allative strategy are attested. These are the contexts that offer no independent evidence for the interpretation of the terms for "right" and "left" as referring to an internal part of the Ground vs. an external area adjacent to that part: the notion of "left"/"right" is encoded by a noun that is not associated with a genitive possessor. Even in such cases, however, the choice of a strategy does not seem to be random. In particular, the allative strategy tends to be used with distant Grounds and seems to be the only available option in constructions defining a viewpoint.
In (15) and (16), for example, the term for "right" could in principle be interpreted as referring either to an internal part of some reference object ('the right [side of x]') or to an external area extending from that part ('[the area of space projected from] the right [side of x]'). Localization is defined relative to an explicit viewpoint -a hypothetical observer introduced by a participial construction in the dative case: '(on the right) to one sailing into the Euxine' and '(on the right) to one entering the temple'. The construction with an explicit viewpoint requires the use of the allative strategy. Example (17) describes two different localizations using two different types of expression: one description features a static prepositional phrase ('above their right [side]'), the other, an ablative prepositional phrase ('from the left'). The fact that a static and a dynamic description are juxtaposed in the same example supports the view that the use of dynamic expressions is indeed a productive strategy for describing static locations, and is by no means restricted to contexts with a static vs. dynamic ambiguity.
So far the restrictions on the choice of a dynamic strategy (ablative vs. allative) in particular types of context were presented as arbitrary. In the next section, I try to make sense of these patterns and suggest that they are derived from a system of fixed spatial projections -or access paths -that are used to define, in a consistent way, the relation between the Figure and the Ground.
3.2
A "centrifugal" model of spatial projections
As described in the previous section, the choice between the allative and the ablative strategy depends on two factors: the localization of the Figure The direction of the projections is predicted by Talmy's concept of access paths: the model describes static locations in terms of trajectories that can be used to arrive at a specific localization, starting from the Ground's center. When the Figure is located within the Ground (11-14), the localization is described by the allative strategy, with reference to the Ground's internal parts, as shown in (19). The same "centrifugal" model -or vestiges thereof -is attested in some other languages, such as modern Russian (discussed in detail in Nikitina in prep.). Outside of the Slavic branch, however, modern Indo-European languages seem to provide no evidence for a consistent model of spatial projections of the Ancient Greek type. Modern descendants of languages that had been using such models at a previous stage no longer resort to both the allative and the ablative strategies.
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"right" (internal part) (internal part) Figure   Figure Thus, Modern Greek no longer offers a special allative strategy for the encoding of static relations, since it no longer has a distinct allative preposition. It has retained, however, a marginal option of using an ablative construction (Bortone 2010: 345) . The example in (22) is the only dynamic option for the encoding of a static spatial relation in Modern Greek. The noun phrase aristerá apó to aftokínito 'left of the car' refers to an external area; the model in (23) represents the surviving elements of the Ancient Greek system that make such encoding possible. (22) In modern Italian, the ablative strategy has become obsolete (see, inter alia, De Felice (1954) on the history of da), and the same relation must be encoded with a general-purpose locative/allative preposition (cf. alla mia destra 'on my right'). Due to the loss of specialized allative prepositional phrases, modern Romance languages no longer show evidence for the use of the allative strategy.
English and German display a different combination of dynamic options for the encoding of static relations: while the allative strategy is attested in examples such as (1b) and (2b), no ablative strategy seems to survive.
The systems of these languages are impoverished compared to the systems of Ancient Greek or Latin (the latter is not discussed here, but appears to show similar properties). The gradual simplification of the original models is not restricted to the loss of the allative strategy, which is in turn related to the loss of specialized allative markers (as in Romance or Greek). The Italian example suggests that the ablative strategy may go out of use independently of any other change in the system of spatial encoding (since no specific cause is discernible behind the change).
It appears that the gradual decline of the dynamic model of spatial projections affects independently various Indo-European languages. It is possible that the decline is related to the diminishing role of directional adverbs in the encoding of spatial relations. Directional adverbs were a common source of spatial prepositions in ancient Indo-European languages, but no longer play such a prominent role in their modern descendants. In particular, adverbs with allative and ablative semantics are believed to be at the origin of many basic spatial prepositions of Ancient Greek and Latin (cf., e.g., Lejeune (1939) for Ancient Greek ablative adverbs in -then). The development of markers for static relations from allative and ablative adverbs is related to the use of dynamic models of spatial projections, where static relations are specified in terms of an access path -a path of hypothetical motion.
As the languages gradually developed rich systems of spatial prepositions, directional adverbs were losing their prominence as a means of encoding static relations. In many modern Indo-European languages, new spatial relators tend to develop from combinations of a basic preposition and a noun referring to an internal part of a reference object (cf., for example, Aurnague (1996) for French). The reorganization of the system of spatial reference -and in particular, the development of rich inventories of spatial prepositions -may have led, in some of the languages, to a gradual decline in the use of dynamic projection models.
This hypothesis finds indirect support in the fact that across languages dynamic strategies are most commonly used for the encoding of relations for which no basic adposition exists. While allative and ablative strategies are commonly attested with complex relations, such as with 'on the right/left', they are rarely employed for basic relations such as 'in' or 'on'. This tendency suggests that the presence of a basic preposition specialized for the encoding of a particular relation excludes the use of a dynamic strategy.
Conclusion
The use of dynamic projection models is a poorly understood aspect of linguistic representation of space. This study is but a first step toward a systematic investigation of this phenomenon, which aims at exploring the ways systems of spatial encoding develop over time. Its most important implications can be summarized as follows.
First of all, the wide and consistent use of the allative and the ablative strategies for the encoding of static relations suggests, pace MacKenzie (1978) , that such use cannot be explained merely in terms of case syncretism or reanalysis of individual expressions in ambiguous contexts. On the contrary, allative and ablative expressions are a major means of encoding relations for which no basic preposition exists.
Secondly, the distribution of the allative and the ablative strategies is not random and points to a special system of spatial projections, which I described in terms of a "centrifugal" model. In this type of model, dynamic projections point away from the Ground's center to its sides and further toward external areas. The model provides an account of certain restrictions that otherwise remain unexplained; in particular, it predicts which relations restrict the choice of expression to one of the two dynamic relations (ablative vs. allative) and which allow for both.
The centrifugal model is consistent with Talmy's concept of access path: the projections correspond to paths of fictive motion that start at the Ground (more precisely, at the Ground's center) and lead to the Figure. One of the questions further research has to address is whether this model is indeed universal, as Talmy's concept of access path seems to predict, or whether languages can be found where spatial relations are projected consistently in other directions (toward the Ground or toward the Ground's center).
Finally, the impoverished system of dynamic projections in modern IndoEuropean languages (with the exception of Slavic, see Nikitina in prep.) stands in sharp contrast with the wide use of dynamic expressions in Ancient Greek or Latin. The decline of the dynamic model may be related to a reorganization of systems of spatial representation, in which prepositions gain a more important role over time, while directional adverbs become less prominent (cf. Coleman 1991, Nikitina and Spano forthc., inter alia). Correspondingly, directional adverbs are no longer involved to the same extent in the encoding of static spatial relations, leading to a simplification of the original sophisticated dynamic projection models and a greater prominence of the dynamic vs. static distinction in the modern languages (cf., for example, Papahagi (2002) on French). To test this hypothesis, a more systematic investigation is required of the dynamic types of encoding attested across languages with various spatial relations.
More generally, the development described in this study demonstrates once again that the distinction between dynamic and static expressions is not as straightforward as some accounts seem to suggest (cf. the discussion in Nikitina 2009). Further research is needed to assess the prominence of dynamic projection models in other languages and identify factors that lead to their development.
